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PREFACE

This prqject was written/before NATO launched airstrikes
‘against Yugoslavia in responéé to the Kosovo crisis on 23 March
1999 and ﬁussia haltéd;its cooperation with NATo; The NATO—
Russia\relatibnship has‘dete;iorated seriduély and it ié
impossible to predict its development andlconsequences. At the
same time there is no alternative to NATO-Russia cooperation on
maintaining European security and there can be no security in
Europe without a stablé Russié. The reactions fibm both sides
~indicate that Russia and NATO understand that‘ana would like to
have an “exit strategy” from the current situation. The
“President of the United Statés stated in his‘add£ess to the
nation on NATO airstrikes onfthe 25 March 1999 that Russia
“despite our disagreements, is a constructive partner in the
work of building peace.fJNATO Secretary General Dr; Javier Solana
- hopes that:”..if we disagree tacticélly in parts'of the crisis in
Kosovo..the aim éf Russia:and the NATO countries.. has begn thé
same.‘I do hope that fhat will not prevent us from continuing
whaﬁ we have inveéted already together in the NATO—Russia
relationship. We have started an avenue of coope#ation and I
hépe mfhat that will continue.” ?Russia in its turn, while

‘condemning NATO actions, did not announce that it would
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interfere in the crisis militarily or lift the embargo imposed

on Yugoslavia.

There is no doubt that it will take a long time to restore
the relatioﬁship betwéen Russia and NATO damagéd by the
different approaches to Kosovo crisis and this process will
demand significant joint efforts from both sides.

This project is intended to help to understand the nature of

NATO-Russia cooperation and the reasons for the current crisis

in their relationship.
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Today Russie and NATO no longeriregerd each other as
‘adVersaries. This has reduced the probability of a lerge—scale
conflict in Europe. Moreover, a partnership in}meintaining peace
and security'on”the continent has begun‘to take shape in their
_relations.'Russia and NATO have a mutual interest in open
~dialogue and the first steps have been taken on~thehway to an_
equal and fair partnership.
THE FOUNDING ACT |
| Russia—NATO.cooperation was formalised with the signing, on
27 May 1997, of the Founding Act on Mutual Relations,
Cooperation and Security between the Russian Federation and the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Igor Sergeyev, Marshal,
Minister of Defense of the Russian Federation; stated that “the
NATO-Russia Founding act provides extensive opportunities for‘
creating an atmosphere of trustr This can facilitete settling
existing differences:in our relations as well as establishing
efficient and productive machinery for cooperation between thezh
 military establishments of Russia and NATO members stateS”.?
The Act isva political document but it also contains e
large number of military—political ohligations that'can, to a
considerable degree, strengthen stabilit? and sedurity in the‘
European region. In pursuit of the purposes and activities
provided for under the Founding Act, the sides set up.the NATO-

Russia Permanent Joint Council (PJC) which started functioning‘




in 1997. The PJC can be described as the Founding Act’s working
agency. The PJC sessions are highly appraised by both sides in
terms of substance and transparency..The PJC can set up
committees and working groups. Following up this development,
the Permanent Joint Military Committee (PJMC) was established
under PJC auspices at the level of chiefs of general staffs and
permanent military representatives. PJC (PJMC) do not make
concrete decisiéns but this does not diminish their role. These
sessions provide a venue for sides to present and promote their
views and postures on current problems and ways of addressing
them. In pursuit of the provisions under the Founding Act,
following a Russian government decision, Russia’s Permanent
Mission to NATO was set up in Brussels. In order to coordinate
interaction with NATO military structures, the foice of
Russia’s Chief Miiitary Representative fo NATO was established
as a part of the Mission. At present the task of establishing a
NATO presence in Moscow ig under review.

Through the NATO—Ruésia Permanent Joint Council, political
consultation between the Alliance and Russia has been
institutionalized. The PJC thus cloées a gap in the European
security architecture. Even if consultations in the PJC will.not
always lead to common positions, they serve to pinimize
miéunderétandings or conflicting Signals in a crisis. The NATO-

Russia Permanent Joint Council (PJC) may provide the favorable




means for extending coopératidn and arriving at mutually
‘aeceﬁtable solutions to existing problems.betweenRussia and
NATO. Atvthe Meeting of the PJC on 10 December 1998 Minister of
Foreign Affairs Ivanov said Russia and NATQ hed “come a long way
‘from mistrust to‘understanding” in the 18 ﬁenths since they
signed.the Foending Act setting up the Joint Council.*
PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE
The Russia Federation acceded to NATO’s Partnership for
Peace Program ih June 1994. From the Rﬁssian point of view the
‘ideavwas that through its participatio@ in the program,‘Russia
would be able to follow its foreign policy line, establish and
promote military cooperation with various countries, and |
influence the process of NATO enlargement. Furthermore, in
choosing lihes of cooperatioﬁ, Russia also sought to derive an
effective benefit for its Armed Forces through participation in
the PfP. |
Russia’S'iﬁdividual pertnership prbgram for 1998 envisioned

participation‘in more than 70 events and activities and:17
. spheree of cooperetion. Under this program, Russia plaﬁﬁed to
‘take part in 10 joint military exercises. Sixteen of the
eAlliance's strﬁctural subdivisione were to cooperate with
~Russia. Unfertunately; limited funding'did not allew Russia to "
make the fullest possible use of the program for these purposes.

In order to carry out Russia’s individual partnership program




for 1998, appropriations of 6;7 million‘rubles and $222,000 were
required. However these funds were not provided.5

The PfP cooperation had already pléyed a significént role in
setting up the joint operation in Bosnia and providing
assistance for statés neighboring Kosovo. It will also
facilitate the creation of future military coalitions. NATO thus
“has created a security.framework which bridges different

memberships, fosters common approaches in crisis management and

regional cooperation..”. 6

Cooperation in peacekeeping and peace ehforcement occupies
an important place in the Russia-NATO relationship. There are
1,400 Russian troops stationed in Bosnia cooperéting Qith the
NATO-led Stabilization Force. In Deéember 1998 President Boris
Yeltsin signed a decree extending the deployment of Russian
troops in Bosnia until 31 July 1999.7 During the course of the
peacekeeping mission as a part of a multinational force in
Bosnia and'Herzegovina,'the Russian military contingent acquired
a broad and, to an extent, unique experience in establishing and
promoting military cboperation betweeﬁ Russia and NATO.

Russia views éooperation in the Bosnian operation.in terms
of the prospects fdr a'longftérm partnership with the leading
powérs.

‘At the same time policy differehces between Russia and

alliance members have emerged over Bosnia. The Russian




representatives coﬁplain about lack of consultation concerning
western enforcement action against the'Serbs.vRuSsia is |
concerned that “the emphasis of the West on NATO,as the main
instrument in‘crisis managementvis-beinginterpreted in Russia
as a shift towards uniiateralism, which might revive the past
East-West confrontation. Disagreements over Bcenia have
‘negatively affected Russian views of NATO’sAother pclicies.8
Tnere is a whole range of short‘and‘long—term goalstthat
Russia is pureuing by cooperating‘with.NATO. Thia cooperation is
based on eccnomic, politicalvand military considerations.
Partnership between Russia and NATO is increasingly emerging'
from a theoretical postulate into practical lines of action,
taking on an increasingly‘tangible, substantive form.

In formulating its ?osition toward NATO, Russia proceeded
from presentfday realities, requiring concerted action by Russia
and NATO in addressing international, above all European,
probleme; Cooperaticn'with NATO, rn conjunction with activity in
other international organizations, will enable Russia to take an
active part in building a new Euronean security system, raising
ite international authority and producing a certain measure of
inf;uence on NATO activity, which could otherwise threaten,
_among others, thebsecurity of Russia. Here lies the significance
‘and necessity of building an open, transparent relationship with ’

NATO.®




Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov said: “This allows us
to expand our relations with European'countrieé. It allows us to
further develop our cooperation with the European Union.‘"lﬂ0

Recently there have been many debates oﬁer‘such'a notion as
“Russia-NATO cooperation.” Thus far public opinion is at a |
crossroads. It is réther difficult for contemporary Russian
society to reach a consensus on this issue. Given the present-
day situaticn, perhaps.it is more important’not to engage inv
polemics, but to act in accordance with the already approved
Defense Ministry concepts that are conductive to strengthening
national secﬁrity. 1
CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

The Alliance’s Summit meeting in Washington in Aﬁril 1999;
which will mark the SOu‘anniversary of’the North Atlantic
Treéty, will provide an opportunity to define the Alliahce’s
role for the future, including ever closer relations with
Partnerccountries. The Summit-will brihg Partner countries
closer to the Alliance. Partnership for Peace will improve
Partner countries’ ability to work with NATO in responding to
crisis,.including Bosnia. At the Summit NATO will present a
framework that will allow its Partners to become even more

involved in defining the program. NATO will extend Partner

involvement in political consultations, decision-making, command




‘arrangements and planning for NATO—led crisié response and peace’
suppbrt operations. |
| The Washington summit will highlight the importance of the
NATO- Russia felationship; Dr. Javier Solana, NATO Secretany\
ngeral stated thét‘“mthere can be‘no'security in Europe Without
a stable Russia. ..if we want to manage the challenges of the 21°°
_ centufy;vwe need to have Russia on boaid. ..Russia can make a
majoﬁ cbntribution to European security. The NATO—Russia“
Founding‘Act and Permanent Joint Council provide opportunities
fo aéhie&e sunh a felationship.”12

‘ NATO’s goal of working together with'Russia is to‘échieve a
‘strong, stable and enduring partnership, on ‘the basis of the
principles of common interests, reciprodity and transparency, as
called for in the NATO-Russia Founding act. The ‘updated and‘
substantial Individuél Partnership Program (IPP) wili includé a
‘Wide range of practical defense—related and milifary—to—military
cooperative activities.

:Some commentators worry that the PJC will gi&e Russia a veto

‘over:NATO decisionmaking. The real danger, howevér, is the
opposite: that the two sides will fail~tonexploit its

potential.13

The Founding Act obliges NATO “to consult and strive
to cooperate to the broadest possible degree” with Russia in the

PJC on all issues of common interest. In theory Russia cannot

exeféise a veto over NATO decisions, but in political pracfice




Russia is bound to wield considerable influence over the new,
enlarged alliance when NATO is obliged to discuss any
controversial decision with Russia, on site, at NATO
headquarters. Henry Kissinger argues'that at a minimum, Russia
will have succeeded in injecting itself into NATO déliberaﬁions
in a way bound to complicate purposéful Aliiance action. The
legitimization of deep Russian‘penetration into the heart of
NATO affairs may jeopardize effective NATOcdecisionmaking.
Russia, half in and half out, may have the opportunities to
disrupt NATO decisionmaking and exert influence over East
European States excluded from NATO membership. NATO cannot
acquiesce in proposals that would enable Russia to block
alliance decisions, such as the suggestion that OSCE coordinate
the security operations of all European organizations, including
not only NATO but the European Union, the WEU and CIS.

These objections are serious. But the veto is only an
informal diplomatic privilege and not a right in NATO. The North
Atlantic Council has the flexibility under the'North Atlantic
Treaty to make decisions by whatevcr procedu;e‘it sees fit.
Individual members have ﬁo legal right of veto on ordihary NATO
decisions, nor on the use of common NATO‘resoﬁrces; they have a
right of veto only over treaty amendments and over the use of
their national forcesvand ferritory,'that is, on the matters

which belong to their national sovereignty. Any time it wants,




" the North Atlantic Couocil has the authority to begin operating
AWithout vetoes. This would not be such a greet revolution‘iﬁ_f
practice, since probaoly most decisions would continue to be

" made by consensus; but in reserve, in place of threat of
national vetoes, NATO might develop a new mechanism of voting,
probably with a 2/3 Weighted majority needed to carry decisions.
Member'countries would retain the right to decide whether and
when their‘national military forces would participate in
implementing the decision. This would giﬁe reel meaning to the

- CJTF concept; NATO would have finally achieved a‘large degree of
flexibility. And it would.finally be able to accept Russia as an

equal member, without fear of being destroyed by a daily Russian

#eto.14

After nearly 50 years of confrontation betﬁeen-Russia and
NATO, it is obviously too early to talk about close cooperation:
the aftermath of the Cold War has not .as yet been fully‘overcome
and there are still barriers ot mutual distruet.‘One should keep
in mind that, besidee political and military considerations, 
ﬁATO needs time to change its image in‘the eyes of Russian
public opinion. Russia needs to change its image‘ae well.

The main success story‘in these interrelations is the
establishment and successful operation of the mechanism’of

consultations on an extremely broad range of problems that are

of common interest. At this stage of cooperation it is essential



for Russia to present and talk over its positions exhaustively,
learning openness and transparency, and finding points of
convergence.15

'However there aie fears that these arrangements may not be
implemented in full. These fears would prove to be justified if
Russia’s role in the PJC was arbitrarily restricted.

From theARussian poiﬁt of view, thefe are definite
shortfalls in NATO-Russia relations. The expectations from the
Founding Acﬁ have not been realized in fuil. The breakthrough in
the relationship and the promotion of the new system of a
vEuropean security did not take place. SFOR in Bosnia and
occasional military maneuvers are in féct the only areas of
cooperation. Chief of the Russian Generél Staff General Kvashnin
said:” the PJC activities should not be limited only to
exchénges of opinions and sharing of information. There should
be a shift towards joint and mutually acceptable decisions.”'®

Russia made a mistake when Russian Defense Minister Marshal’
Igor Sergeev refused to participate in the discussions on the
development of a new NATO strétegicvconcept for the 21°° Century._
In fact Russia does not participate in the NATO policy
formulating process.

Some of the reasoﬁs for that are:.

e Economic crisis in Russia has affected and paralyzed Russian

foreign policy

10




e The Founding Act was a cdmpromise that alloWed both eides to
save'face, without changing their views ofteach‘ether

e The'partnership between NATQ end Russia takes place at the

level of high-ranking officials and presents only common

statements that do not produce new ideas and programs.

e Parallel structures exist»at the organizational leve;.’Two
structUres exist within NATO: one is for NATO everydey
activities and another one is for representation and
demonstration of NATO-Russian cooperation (NATO Council and
‘PJC; NATO Military Committee and parallei Military‘Committee‘
for cooperation with Russia)

. Céntfedictions in intentiens for mutual'traneparency and
euspicions that stili exist »

Neither skeptical nor optimistic assumptione'regarding‘NATO—
Rﬁssian cooperation‘were correct and sﬁppofted by tHe realities.
“That ﬁeahs that NATO—Russianvrelations_can develop iﬁ“both ways.
“The development of their relations will depend thh oh NATO
,behevior‘aﬁdRussian'policy. | | |

From‘the Rdssian’point of view, future deVelopment of the
Russia—NATO relatipnship wil; depend‘on the settlement of three
problems:

e The model of European security

i The second wave of NATO enlargement

11




e The new NATO Strategic Concept for the 21%° Century

Russia and NATO have different'approaches to European
Security. In Russia’s view, NATO must be oransformed into a
political organization,‘which would comprise only one of the
components of the European security in the 21%% century. Thev‘
security architecture should be based on the Organization for
Security aod Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), the only
international organization on the continent that fully reflects
the interests of all participating states in its activities and
ensures that all have equal rights, irrespective of their‘
membership of various unions and alliances.'’
Russia claims that the‘OSCE should be a foundation, while fhe
West (and the U.S.)'considers NATO as the basis for the new
model. Russian énvisioﬁs a withering away of the collective
defense mission and a new.military organization for collective
security and stability- something like a military adjunct to the’
OSCE, where their voice will be stronger and their veto
effectivé.18 Russia considers that it is unacceptable for NATO to
appropriate the right to address European security problems
within the framework of a military union.

On the other hand, having declared missions in support of
peace and'peacekeeping operations as a priority for the Alliéd
Armed Forces, NATO has stakod out its ?osition in ensuring

security in the Euro-Atlantic area. NATO’s international

12




prestige‘in the Euro—Atlantic area is high. The majdrity’of
Européan countriesvconsider their membérship in the aliiande or
their close cooperation with it as a necessaiy p;econdition fbr
their cwn‘security and prosperity.19 |
NATO STRATEGIC CONCEPT

' Rﬁssia is very concerned about the‘Alliance’s_blanned new
Strategic.Concept.'The Russian leaderéhip'believes that the
U.S.’ intentioh‘to'widen”the alliance’s role and area éf
operatiohs and enable'it to take military action‘if.neceésary.
without a United Nationé Security Council mandate wéuld
undermine the whole system bf intérnatidnal relations based on
‘ international law.?
The sides diéagree on .the choice of means and mechahisms of
-using.them in dealing with crisis situations. There will be a
number of disputes'between NATO and Russia regarding NATO's
policy Qn peacekeeping Operations._Onevis}where toféct{ The
_operation in Bosnia showéd that NATO is ready to send forces
'ou£Side,the treatyvarea. A second issue ié whether the.decision
to act Qill be made‘by NATO alone or debated in éther forums.
’NATO will always have the right to reject or amend pfoposals
originated elsewhere. Then thére is a question of how the
‘decision will be reached: by consensus 6riby letting those
williﬁg to acﬁ‘decide ﬁhat t§ do. Finally, there remains the

decision concerning who will carry out the proposed operation:

13




NATO itself, the WEU using NATC assets, the OSCE or the UN,'with
the participation of elements from the PfP.

‘The diéagreements stem from divergent national interests,
confliéting assessments of the situation and varying views of
the role that NATO should play.

From the Russian Ministry of Defense’s point of view there
is no alternative to partnér—like relationship between the
sides. The situation requires a poolihg of efforts by Russia and
NATO for a joint and effective response to the challenges and
threats to European security. Both sides stated in December 1998
that “world order should be based on the prevalence of
international law. The main organizétion'for decision-making on
the use of force should be thevUnifed Nations.?

1998 also demonstrated the fragility of NATO—Ruséian
beneficial cooperation. Russia twice threatened to reconsider
the agreement with NATO: in January 1998- in connection with
signing of the Béltic Charter between the Baltic States and the
U.S.; and in Febfuary- in attempting to prevent bombing of Iraq.
These threats prove that the NATO-Russian relationship is not
just about Russian European policy. The security concerns in
such areas as the Baltic and thé South/Middle East are
interconnected in Russian mentality and strategic thinkingt

Immediately:after the US and British éir and missile strikes

on Iraq, the Russian leadership threatened to suspend all

14




-military cooperation with NATO. A senior Russian Defense
Ministryvofficial Generalkieonid Ivashov said “We can not
pretend that relations are good after whaf has hapvpened.”.22 '

Russia hopes the American and British bémbing of‘iraq was
not a precursor of a new, global NATO ready to take unilateral
military action wherever it pleased. “lfe understand NATO is not
_invoived (in strikes on Iraq) but two of its members are and
Rpssia cannot remain indifferent,” said Ambassadbr Kislyak,_
Russia’s permanent envoy to NATO at the meeting with NATO
defense ministers in Bruésels. “It is very important for Russia
to see how NATO's new strategic concept develops and whether
this action repfesents a‘precedent.”23 |
'KOSOVO |

NATO and Russia came close to a crisis in October 1998 when
the Aliiance_approVed'an'ordér ﬁo use force if'necéssary against'
Yugbslavia over KéSovo. Russia is increasing}y concerned over
potential NATO military strikes'agéinst Serbian targefs. Russiaﬁ
politicians and analysts see_them as reflecting NATO’s contempt
for thevUniﬁed Nationsvand the international commuhity. The
danger of a-military approach, Russian officials and analysts
say, is the precedeﬁt it sets for future conflict-resolution in _
Europe; RusSia_objects to the violent methods Miloseﬁich has |
used to crack down on separatist Kosovo, but sajs’the conflict

should'be settled through talks. Carried out with or without a

15



ﬁnited Nations mandate, proposed-NATO air strikes against Serbia -
would inevitably create a controversial precedent for the post-
Cold War world, because uﬁlike the 1994 NATO bombardment of
Bosnian Serb positioﬁs, strikes against Serbia would constitute
a declaration of war against a sovereign state. They would elso
~ establish a potential precedent against Russia.? Russia
considers Kosovo ae an internal conflict and has several
potential flash points itself (Chechnia, Dagestan, Tatarsten).
Russian leadership is concerned that NATOfs new strategic
eoncept can be applied to Russia in case of clashes at these
points. Vladimir Lukin, head of thelForeign Relations Committee
in the lower house of parliament, the State Duma} said,” If a
regional organization like NATO.. without a decision by the
UN..decides to launch a military strike against a country that is
solving its ethnic problems in a way we don’t like..that means
for Russia that next time} the same thing can'happen.when
someone does not like the way we are condueting affairs.k 25
Russia is doing everything in its power to prevent these
strikes. A consensus is forming among Moscow’s usually scattered
political forces that the NATO attacks, if they take place, will
cause a backlash against the West. This could further set back
relations that are elieady chilled after Russia’s financial

system collapsed in August. Russian leaders have threatened to

sever ties with NATO, send peacekeeping troops to the Yugoslav

16




' Federation, and unilaterally end an arms embargoiagainst the
Yugoslav Federation. The State Duma, the lower house:of the
parliament, aiso has threatened to break off ties with ﬁATO and .
has suspended consideration of START-II. o

-‘At the same time the Kosovo crisis has shown the benefits of
NATO-Russia consultation within the PJC, even if they have not
always agreed.

RusSian Prime Minister Yevgeny Primakov stated on 23v
‘December 1998 that “Avretqrn to the Cold War in its classic form
is not possible.” Primakov said that~Russia woula continue its
cooperation witthATO.‘

NATO EﬁLARGmENT B

The consultation mechanism has ﬁot as yet directly affected
_one'of.the most intractable problems- NATO expansion.

NATO enlargement could oﬁce more bring NATO'face-to—face
with Rﬁssia, and it‘could‘strengthen the political elements
oﬁposiné cooperation with the West.

Russia cannot remain.passive in response to NATQ’s eastward
eXpaﬁsion. The implementation of these.plansvcould be a
| destabilizingvfactor in contemporary international‘relations;
NATO expansion could have a serious impact in four inter-related
areas: psycholooically, on Russia’s self-image and its
-consequent view of the West; domestically, in terms of a

nationalist resurgence; militarily by provoking a strategic
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realignment;vand diplomatically, where continued Russian
cooperation with the West in international relations may be
jeopa’rdized.26

Russia does not possess the means to block NATO enlargement
or to oppose it effectively. However, the poténtial for
enlargement will reinforce a éense of isolation and encourage a
strategic perspective dominated by revisionism, the “risk of
creating a consensus within Russia that only.this particular
measure, but also the entire post-qud_War settlemént is
arbitrary, unfair, and anti-—Russian.27

NATO enlargement will be viewed negatively and understood as
“an attempt to push Russia out of Europe, to deprive Moscow of
its legal right to participate in the formulatidn énd
realization of the all-European process.” 28

NATO expansion may “also undermine Russia’s incentive to
cooperate in international regimes and forums. The East-West
collaboration on security issues, those gains that have been
made will be preserved only if Moscow can be persuaded it is not
threatened in Europe. Given the possible impact df the expansion
on Russian nationalism and the sense of the mistrust amongst the
military élite, éontinued Russian cooperation in international
péacekeeping and preventive diplomacy will not be avcertainty.

NATO enlargement to the Baltic states is a primary source of

potential tensions between NATO and Russia. Both Russian and

18




NATO (Américan) poliby has created a éituation where it is
diffiéult for either ﬁo step back. Russia‘has very limited
options. All‘its éttempts to convince the.West to fofegovthe
first wave of NATO enlargement failed. Russia Should'discuss
this probiem at the PJC with the possible participation of‘
Baltic states and try to find a mutually acceptqblé solution.

" Russian has special concerns as well over Ukraine and
Uzbekistan, who have been pért of the fextended Pff program”.‘In 
the Russian view, they have been trained to host NATO troops in
case of emergencies. |

- Russia warned that NATohgxpangion beyond a “red line” inté
countries of the former Soviet Union would rﬁinvchaﬁces for
further Russian cooperation with the Atlantic military alliance.
Russia sees the borders of the>FSU as the limit beyond which
NATO expénsion would be viewed as a threat. The Russian‘Deputy
Foreign minister in charge bf European affairs Yevgeny Gusarov
 said that “Upon crossing that line, the possibility of NATO-
Ruséian'cooperationquuld bé practically nonexistent.”29

In ordéi not to be strafegically countérproduc;ive,

decisions on NATO enlargement, especially of the’secbnd and
third waves, must téke into éccount the effects'they will have
on Russia. NATO membership for the Baltic states and‘the
~ countfies hoping td belong to the southern NATO flank will

become equally sensitive to Russian’s security. Those applicants

"
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from the South, who are adjacent to the members of the CIS, will
become increasingly important for Rgssian'economic survival.

It islrather difficult) if possible at all, for Russia to
stop the NATO enlargement. Yet it is ﬁecéssary to impact on it.
The practice of interﬁational relations shows that the mosﬁ
efféctive influence is exerted through partnership relations.

Russia is “a preeminent actor determined to adopt a tough
line in safeguarding its vital interests, even if such is likely
to put‘impleméntation of a number of muitilateral military
treaties and the partnership with the United States in danger.'”30
NATO expansion may have damaging‘éonsequencés for future
Russian-Western relations.

DOCTRINE

At present both Russia and NATO are working on new doctrinal
provisions. Without a mutual clarification of this issue,
declarétiohs to the effect that NATO does not régard Russia as
an adversary will remain just that- déclarationsf In order to
prevent a return to the situation of mutual distrust and |
confrontation, it is necessafy to ensure the transparency of
concepts and doctrines that ére now under‘conéideration. The
‘fundamental agreement has been reached to open joint
consultations and exchange of 6binion on matters bearing on the

elaboration of Russian and NATO military doctrines and strategic
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‘conceptiOns as well as on the further reform of the armed
- forces.
In fact NATO is already engaged outside its area of
responsibility in Bosnia andvRussia participates inNSFOR. The
‘possibility'of new NATO-lead peace operations is_very‘high and
Russia does not'exclude its participation in these operations.
NATO and Russia have different approaches to the legitimacy and
" use of force in potential peace operations: “everything
unauthorized is p;ohibiteo" in Russia.and “everything is
authorized, that is not prohibited” in the West. The lack of"
Doctrine on peaoe‘operationslat the international level is a
“point here. | | |
Russia has four‘options{
‘e To reStore the image of NATO as an enemy (it would help to
“shift the public concetns froﬁ internal to external problems)t
e To do nothing (like in case of NATO enlargement)
] lo create new alliances
. To intensify cooperation with NATO and to use Westetn
experience and assistance.
Rnssia has used already without the sucoess the first two
options in the past.‘There is no doubt that Russia has the right
and‘willfcontinne its multidirectional‘policy of mutually
beneficial cooperation with aifferent countries (China, India,

the U.S., EU etc.), formulated by Russian Prime minister Evgeni
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Primakov in 1998. This policy ﬁrésumes that returning to the
path of confrontation between Ruséia and NATO is not in Russia’s
national interests. Therefore, Russian cooperation with
countries other than NATO-member states is not cértainly anti-
NATO (or anti-American) in the contemporary interdependent and
interconnected WOrld. Understanding this aspect is vital for
future relations and will take NATO soﬁe time.

The fourth option presumes active Russiah participation in
NATO activities and allows Russia to influence NATO decisions.
"It depends on Russia’s ability to become an éssential element in
NATO structures, an element thét not only receives, but

.

contributes to the common work. (The Russian General Staff, for
vexample, hés provided NATO with reconnaissance imagery on
Kosovar Albanians drug trafficking facilities, weapon
communications from Albania and training basis of‘Kpsovar
separatists). NATO spokesman Jamie Shea stated it Qas “a good
example éf NATO-Russia cooperation and ..that cooperation has

produced good results, no matter what disagreements (NATO»and

Russia) may have....”)31

This process should be mutual and NATO elements should be
present in Russian military structures. That is why it would be
more useful for Russia to have a guest or observer status at the

NATO military committee,‘than to be a member of an artificial

committee.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

] ~Russian non-membership in NATO is a root cause of all tne
probleﬁs. The possibility of Russian membership, in principle,
without specific dates or cenditions, might have eased
tensions and automatically solved many problems (second wave
of NATO enlargement). The U.S., as a leading state in the
Alliance might announce the possibility of an “open door”
policy towarde Russia. Russia in turn would have to confirm
its peadinese to join NATO. - Such Statements.wouid close the
gap between Russia; NATO and the notential candidates for a

NATO-membership.

] 'Considering'the contemporary threats and risks one can‘say,
that no one organization is able to deal with all of them‘end
there should not be a hierarchy. Russia and NATO, EU,'OSCE and e
Pff/ allvof them contribute to European security.and occupy
their niches. The task is to mark cemmitments,
reSponsibilitiee and duties between existing organizations.‘
Each of them will ne a leading organization'in its own way,
chtributing.to the efforte of others.

‘0. At this stage of cooperation it is essential for Russia to

present and felk over its positions exhaustively,'learn

openness and transparency, and find points of convergence.
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NATO should undersfand that Russian'coope;ation with countries
other fhan NATO-member states is certainly not anti-NATO (or
anti-American) in the contemporaryvinterdependent.and
interbonnected world. Unde:standing of this aspect is vital

for future relations and will take NATO a certain time.

The Alliance is changing. It is becoming more European and
cooperation with Russia is important for Europe. Russia shéuld
react to this process and promote its relations (including
military) with the WEU.

It is rather difficult, if possible at all, for Russia to stop
NATO enlargement. Yet it is necessary to impact on it. The |
practice qf interﬂational relations shows that the most
effectiveyinflﬁence is exerted through partnership felations.
CQoperation with NATO, in conjgnction with activity in other
international organizatibns, will enable Russia to take an
active part in building a new European security syétem,‘
raising its intérnational authority and producing‘a certain
méasure of influence on NATO activity. In the abseﬁce of
cooperation with NATO, Russia may perceivé NATO as
.constituting a threat to its security.

Given the present-day sitﬁation,-perhaps it is‘more important

not to engage in polémics, but to act in accordance with the
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already approved Defense Ministry concepts that are conductive

to strengthening national security.

'it wQuld be more uéeful for Russia to ha§e a guest or observer
status at the NATO military committee, than to be a member of
- an artificial committee.

Combined Joint Task Forée (CJTF) has a large:potential for
the enlargement of the Russian‘preséﬁée in NATO structures.
Participating in multiﬁatibnal forces Russia would maintain
its seCufity at iess cost,énd would have the péssibilitj ﬁd
influence its partners.

" In multinafional operatiohs, trust binds the coaiition
’:tdgéther. “Patience, toleraﬁce,‘fraﬁkness, absolute hohesty in-
‘all dealings, particularly with all persons of the opposite
natiohality;'and firmness are>absolutely essentiai”.‘But trust
requires time and a meésu£ed appraisal of éne another to
emerge from persénal relafionéhibs, particularly thoée that

Cross cultures.32

Personal aspects of Rﬁssia—NATO cooperation are of a great -
‘,importance. The‘compatibility of leaders and staffs in a
coalition is more important,than compatibility in doctrine or

materiel.-33

It serves to remove mutual suspicions. The present
‘situation is a result of cooperation solely at the high-

ranking level and language barrier. Without appropriate
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language skills its impossible to establish relationships at
the personal level and to promofe natidnal intergsts.

In order to prevent a retufn to the situation of mutual
distrust and confrontation, it is neceSsary to ensure the
transparency of coﬁcepts and doctrines that are now undef
consideration.

There is a need to develop:a'Doctrine on peace operations at
the international level.

The inclusion of Russian representativeé in planning for peace
operations and their absorption of NATO military culture
through jéint planning and exercises can bring benefits when
these forces deploy in the field. Among the greétest benefits-‘

are the training and experience gained from working together.34

the PJC activities should not be limited only to exchanges of
opinions and sharing of information. There should be a shift
towards the developiné joint and mutually acceptable
decisions.

Russia, facing defense budget problems, needs the West to
finance its participation in peécekeeping aﬁd other PfP

activities.
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- CONCLUSIONS

Russia~NATO interaction is less than two years bld. During 
this time it has been difficult to achieve very much. Thé'maiﬁ
thiﬁg is that NATO and Russia are on the right track. The
process of the dévelopment of.mutual relations has begun'andxis
bicking ﬁp pace.‘Ité future will depend on mahy factors, the
principal ones being the unity of purpose (a secﬁre and stable
Europe), openness énd sincerity in achieving it, and‘mutual
respect for each ofher’s interests as well as the interests of

all European states.®
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